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ACADEMIC SENATE - AGENDA 

December 4, 1979 

UU 220 3:00 PM 

Chair, Max Riedlsperger 

Vice Chair, Stu Goldenberg

Secretary, Allan Cooper 

I. 	 Minutes 
II. Announcements 
I I I . Reports 
Academic Council (Goldenberg) 

Administrative Council (Cooper) 

CSUC Academic Senate (Hale, Weatherby, Wenzl)

Foundation Board (Hale)

President 1 s Council (Riedlsperger) 

IV. Committee Reports 
Budget (Conway) General Education and Breadth (Stine) 

Constitution and Bylaws (Silberman) Instruction (Brown) 

Curriculum (Greenwald) Long Range Planning (Ellerbrock) 

Distinguished Teaching Award (Suchand) Personnel Policies (Goldenberg) 

Election (Weber) Personnel Review (Perella)

Faculty Library (Slem) Research (Dingus)

Fairness Board (Rosenman) Student Affairs (Moran) 

V. 	 Business Items (Attachments to Academic Senators Only) 
A. 	 Resolution on Academic Minors (Malcolm Wilson) (Second Reading) 
B. 	 Resolution Regarding Ranking and Funding for Promotion (Goldenberg) 

(First Reading) 

C. 	 Resolution on the Role of the Personnel Review Committee in Relation 
to Tenure Recommendations of a Negative Kind (Goldenberg) (Second Reading) 
D. 	 Resolution Regarding Teaching Overloads (Lewis) (Second Reading) 
E. 	 Resolution to Modify the Academic Calendar (Brown) (First Reading) 
F. 	 Resolution on the Add/Drop Period (Brown) (First Reading) 
Attachment B 
RESOLUTION 
RESOLVE: that the Academic Senate of California Poly­
technic State University~ San Luis Obi spa~ endorses 
the criteria for evaluating proposed minors. 
RESOLUTION 
RESOLVE: that the Academic Senate of California Poly­
technic State Univerity, San Luis Obispo, endorses CAM 
section 411 as revised and recommends that it be imple­
mented. 
CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING PROPOSED r~HWRS 
The recommended University criteria for evaluating proposed minors are 
the fallowing: 
1. 	 Clarification and specification of the competencies to be achieved in 
the mdmor. 
2. 	 Specification of the methods by which competencies are to be documented. 
3. 	 Review of the needed and available resources (staff, library, equipment) 
required to offer the minor. 
4. 	 If the unit proposing a minor is not an academic department, there must 
be specification of the composition of the group or committee that is 
sponsoring the minor. (This item is particularly important for inter­
disciplinary minors.) 
5. 	 External validation of minors where appropriate. (This item is important 
for any proposed minors which lack a qualified reviewing body on campus.) 
6. 	 The nature of student interest in the proposed minor. 
7. 	 Projected enrollment in the minor for the first, third, and fifth years
of its existence. 
8. 	 Specification of possible negative impacts the proposed minor could have 
on existing programs in the curriculum. 
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RESOLUTION 
RESOLVE: that the Academic Senate of California Poly­
technic State University, San Luis Obispo, endorses the 
concept of minors at California Polytechnic State Uni­
versity. 
REVISION OF CAM 411 TO PROVIDE FOR MINORS 
411 (3) Mi nor 
No minor is required for the bachelor•s degree. 
A minor is a formal aggregate of ~Aae~§~ae~ate ee~~ses classes in a specific 
subject area designed to give a student seffie ~as~e ~Rew+ee§e ef s~~++ e~ts~ee­
tAe f~e+a ef A~s ef Aef ffiaje~ documented competency in a secondary course of 
study. In contrast to options and concentrations it stands alone and is dis­
tinct from and outside the student•s degree major. 
The minor consists of 24 to 30 quarter units, of which at least half must 
be upper division. Twelve or more of the units in the minor must be in 
specified courses with the remainder, if any, to be chosen from an appropri­
ate 1i st. 
Minors require the same academic review process and justification in terms 
of purpose, resources, need, etc., as do options and concentrations. 
Background to Minors Issue 
Upon receiving several departmental requests in 1978-79 to initiate 
minors, the Curriculum Committee of the Academic Senate asked the Chair of 
the Academic Senate to appoint an Ad Hoc Committee on Academic Minors to 
recommend criteria for evaluating proposed minors. While preparing said 
criteria, the Ad Hoc Committee determined: l)that there was insufficient 
consultation with elected faculty representatives concerning minors prior 
to March 15, 1978, when then President Kennedy approved the revisions in 
CAM 411 creating academic minors, and 2)that the revisions in CAM 411 
approved by the president were not inserted into the many CAM binders in 
various departments around campus thereby limiting the implementation of 
the new policy on minors. 
In addition to devising criteria for evaluating proposed minors, the 
Ad Hoc Committee recommended that the Academic Senate fully debate the 
wisdom of having minors at Cal Poly on the grounds that belated consulta­
tion is better than no consultation at all. 
••• 
Resolution Regarding Promotion Funding 
Source: Personnel Policies Committee, October 1979 
Approved as a business item by the Executive Committee, October 1979, by 
a vote of seven to six. 
Background Rationale~ 
For years, before it was eliminated by ACR 70, the 60/40 rule maintained a 
11 balance 11 between the available funds for promotion and the number of promotions 
recommended. Implicit in ACR 70 is the removal of artificial restrictions 
to promotion. Rather promotions shall be recommended 11 in recognition of 
competence, professional performance, and meritorious service ... 11 as 
specified in CAM 342.2.8. Procedures to re-establish the 11 balance 11 between 
available promotion funds and the number of promotions recommended previously 
prepared by both an ad· hoc ACR 70 Committee and the Personnel Policies Committee 
have not found acceptance. 
Therefore, ·the present Personnel Policies Committee, after due consideration 
of prior studies, recommends the following procedures which can accomplish the 
necessary budgetary limitations, once merit has been recognized at all the 
consultative levels. 
RESOLVED: That the following proposed CAM 342.2 changes be made: 
J. 	 Notices to faculty of appro~al of promotion, pending availability
of funds, or nonpromotion are sent by the University President by 
May 1. 
Insert between 342.2.8.2 and 342.2.C: 
3. 	 Procedure for distribution of funds for those .approved for promotion 
by the Dn1vers1ty Pres1dent. 
a. 	 Because external fiscal constraints may impose limitations of 
funds tor promot1ons, funds w1l I be d1v1ded among the departments 
by applying the wage-base formula used by the State to distribute 
funds among the campuses. 
b. 	 The appropriate group within a department will establish, in 
consultat1on w1th the approprlat« part1es, a pr1or1ty .l1st of its 
candidates for promotion based upon an evaluation of the ir relative 
merit. 
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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN LUIS OBISPO 
ACADEMIC SENATE 
RESOLUTION ON THE ROLE OF THE PERSONNEL REVIEW COMMITTEE IN 
RELATION TO TENURE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE NEGATIVE KIND 
BACKGROUND RATIONALE: 
In the 1979-1980 Budget Year considerations regarding the granting of tenure, 
there were six cases in which an additional probationary year was granted 
instead of tenure. None of these cases was submitted to the Personnel Review 
Committee for investigation of possible procedural errors. The reason for 
this denial of review was President Kennedy 1 s judgment that non-approval of 
tenure does not constitute a negative decision when the positive decision to 
grant an additional probationary year is made. Acting President Andrews sustained 
this interpretaion by President Kennedy, but added that the Academic Senate might 
want to develop a proposal to clarify CAM 34l.l.A for consideration by the 
permanent president in the Fall Quarter 1979. 
WHEREAS, 	 CAM 34l.l.A includes tenure as one of the faculty personnel 
actions within the purview of the Personnel Review Committee; and 
11WHEREAS, 	 CAM 34l.l.A states that the Personnel Review Committee ••• may
review and make recommendations ... in those cases where there 
is disagreement among the recommendations made by the department 
committees, department heads, and school deans; 11 and 
WHEREAS, 	 CAM 344.2.F specifies that 11 the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
will submit to the Chairperson of the Personnel Review Commiitee 
of the Academic Senate ... a list of all nonrecommended I for 
tenur~ personne 1 for review by the Committee; 11 and -
WHEREAS, 	 a denial of a tenure recommendation constitutes a negative 
recommendation for tenure, regardless of whether it is accompanied 
by a positive recommendation for an additional probationary year; 
therefore be it 
RESOLVED: 	 That the Academic Senate of California Polytechnic State University,
San Luis Obispo, recommend to the President that the Vice President 
for Academic Affairs be advised to include the names of all persons 
considered for tenure at any level, who are subsequently not 
approved, in the list of nonrecommended personnel submitted to the 
Chairperson of the Personnel Review Committee. 
SUBSTITUTE RESOLUTION REGARDING TEACHING OVERLOADS 
WHEREAS, the faculty of this university have a commitment to excellence 
in teaching, a responsibility to provide their students with the 
best possible opportunity for education, and a responsibility 
to remain competent in their academic disciplines, and 
WHEREAS, 36 WTU/year is the maximum teaching load that a university faculty 
member can reasonably be expected to carry and maintain the quality 
of teaching and level of professional competence required by a 
university teaching position, and 
WHEREAS, too many faculty are already teaching more than 36 WTU/year, and 
WHEREAS, teaching loads in excess of 36 WTU/year diminish the time 
available for students, the time available for class preparation, 
the time available to conduct the business of the department, 
and the time available to maintain professional competence to 
such a degree that the integrity of the university is threatened 
and the credibility of the university is called into question, 
the Academic Senate of California Polytechnic State University, 
San Luis Obispo, 
RESOLVES that no faculty member should be required to teach more 
WTU/year. 
than 36 
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RESOLUTION TO MODIFY THE ACADEMIC CALENDAR 
The adv~nt of comput~r assisted registration frees two 
days each quarter which must be included in the academic 
calendar; and ·· 
It is desirable to have approximately equal numbers of each 
class days per quarter for scheduling purpos.es; and 
It is desirable for final examination periods to be separated 
from the last class meeting by at least two calendar days; 
therefore be it 
That the Academic Senate of California Polytechnic State 
University, San l-uis Obispo, recommends that the additional 
six days per academic year be utilized so that: 
1. 	 The first day of instruction in each quarter will be 
a Monday. 
2. 	 The last day of instruction in each quarter will be 
a Friday. 
3. 	 Final examination periods in each quarter be the week 
following the last day of instruction. 
This resolution pass~d unanimously as amended. It was then agreed to 
forward the resolution and the accompanying support comments and material 
to the Executive Committee 
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l. 	 fl.l i owl nF ;-, ~;tudcnt to ;1rl:l :1 ] ecturc course !l[_; ~ ~, t·. " '{:> tl·:o wr)cb_; :i. r:to tLc qtJ:ll·ter 
COIJld h:::). vr' V•'Jry r;cr:iotJ;; ~:[:p:Jct ·on hh>/hcr l.i.kcly :.;;cr:~: ; :; in the clar::;. ;.. ;,;::;ir~n:11 ontc; 
quj zze:~ , :.~!H.l other act.i v.i ties would need to be· co::-: ~,l~tf· d j n a ver:1 ~~r.orL t:i :.11~ for 
the 13tw~ent to then be :in step 'v-Ii th the rest of t':c cl<J.Ss. 
2. 	 Allm~ine; 3 student to add a laboratory couroc tHo ··;eek.s into the qu~rtcr \•ri 11 re­
~mlt .in tJ-e st:J.clent rnj.s.s:inp.: the introductory lab C:"~~sions .,,hich often jnvolvc in­
struction in the proper use of the laboratory and its equipment for recsons of 
experimental technique and for student safety. And it may well render it :iM]O~sibl~ 
for the sbltdent to complete thP. required number of act:Lvitie~ or exper-i.:-:v:nt::. 
). 	 In f3c:mr~ cl.·1m;L!:; (;;er::inetrn, for CXc!niJllo) 1 the role of c<1Gh c;~ucknt. if; to be ::ln 
ac:Uvc partici_vmt .so that all of tl:e students c·m benefit. Adrlinc ~~l)ch n course 
b-ro wc r: kG lute would preclude the roturlcnt from both b~nefi ttinr: frorn <mJ. contri­
butln~ to that porlion of the course. 
11. 	 li'nculty w;:;ul!lc the t'eD;>o?:t~;i.biJity of>:· assist:inr, ntnde"lts in their cl:w~;e[·~. Doos 
th~t include helping a student make up two weRks work missed durin~ the inatitutjon­
ally allowed ad~ period? 
5. 	 N;:my st.ud<:::nts feel stron0ly about the need to h·-;v2 thre~ vte ·3ks to eva1:wtc <~ c1:1.s s 
tn •:~·•ich they <Jre enrol'}.e~l in tern~s of the time coTr.itwmt that •dill be invoJvcd. 
6. 	 No 1;] r:ni ficn.nt j nstruct i un ."Jl problems occur in mo ~: t courn<JG ::;i m:1ly b :1 }nvi nr; a 
aLu(h:d. dr·op the (;uu·r.s·~ a~, the end of ~he third •..tc:'!k of j n:;truction. 
7. 	 It is essential that t~e add and drop days not he the same day in order to alJow 
a studcr:t 1vho ;~d:lr; ,.,_ C()tll'.";e on the l:Jst possible d'3.y to still exa~ine th~ cour:':c 
reJative to ~i.'; n'~';!rL ' lnd other cornrnitme::ts nnd th~n drop it for lP.ss th:m "serious 
nnrl cor:Jpc:ll1 nf':'' re:'J:.;<J•v; ·if nhcc:mmry, 
: 
I 
Notes 	 and Comments Regarding the Proposed Calendar Modifications: 
1. · Meeting both the resolution requirements and the Chancellor's Council 
of Presidents adoption that 147 instructional days per academic year 
should be "typical'~ would require an eleven week Fall quarter (as 
we now have) with Veteran's Day and the normal three day Thanksgiving 
break as holidays, and ten week Winter and Spring quarters with one 
holiday in each (Washington's Birthday and Memorial Day, respectively). 
The total number of instruction days is 149 in every year. 
2. 	 Meeting the resolution requirements and the Council of Presidents 
adopted minimum of 170 academic work days per academic year would 
require a full week in the Fall quarter for the Fall Conference and 
academic planning, a full week (five days) each quarter for examinations 
and end of quarter evaluation, and commencement day. 
3. 	 The calendar that results from 1 and 2 above and the resolution has 
the following features: 
a. 	 There are no fewer than nine equivalent class days in any quarter-­
and the equivalent number of class days per quarter is typically ten. 
b. 	 Final examination periods are separated by a weekend from the last 
day of instruction. 
c. 	 There is one full week of academic holiday between the Winter and 
Spring quarters and three full weeks between Fall and Winter quarters. 
d. 	 Allowin9 fi~e days per final exam period could: 
i. 	 Allow distribution of exams over five days in order to reduce 
the crowding in the exam schedule (and perhaps eliminate the 
7:00AM exam ~lot); 
ii. 	 Include the possibility of an additional "dead day" between 
classes and finals (which would then begin on Tuesday of 
exam week) to allow for additional study, office consultation, 
or an official final deadline for submitting papers, etc.; 
iii. 	 Include as an official academic work ·day an evaluation day 
set aside for reading final exams and papers and for submitting
grades. Such an evaluation day is authorized by the Council 
of Presidents, but is not currently included in our calendar. 
iv. 	 Eliminate the current practice of certain classes (Friday 
classes meeting once per week) holding final exams on the 
last class day. ' 
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RESOLUTION REGARDING THE ADD/DROP PERIOD 

WHEREAS, 	 A student adding a course or laboratory as late as the end 
of the second week of classess will miss twenty percent of 
. the quarter's activity in that course (which may include 
quizzes, homework assignments, experiments, or other 
individual or group activities, lectures, demonstrations, 
etc.), and 
WHEREAS~ 	 Offering the right to add a class implies the reasonable 
possibility that the student can fully participate in the 
class and successfully complete it, and 
WHEREAS, 	 The full participation of every student in some classes 
(especially seminars and activity classes) affects the 
conduct and success of the class for all students, and 
WHEREAS, 	 A student should be offered sufficient time after enrolling
in a course (or adding it) to evaluate the approach, perceived 
value, and required levels of preparation and time commitment 
for the course, therefore be it 
RESOLVED: 	 That the Academic Senate of CPSU opposes the proposed change 
in the period in which a student is allowed to add a course in 
favor of retaining the current policy that no class can be 
added after the first week of instruction. And be it also 
RESOLVED: 	 That the Academic Senate of CPSU opposes the proposed change 
in the period in which a student is allowed to drop a course 
without petition in favor of retaining the current policy 
allowing three full weeks to drop a course. 
